Evaluating Ruskin's influence on contemporary architecture 1 is a complex matter since the history of his legacy is fraught with contradiction. On the one hand, Ruskin's architectural thought has enjoyed considerable 'official' success, but at the expense of its fundamental content. Furthermore there exists an authentic but secret legacy, a little explored terrain whose power and range we are only beginning to glimpse now that the century is drawing to a close and the concept of the modern is becoming clearer. Thus Ruskin's fundamental influence on twentieth-century architectural thought may be said to be in conflict with the most commonly held views of Ruskin as architectural theorist.
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Ruskin as a pioneer of modern architecture Evaluating Ruskin's influence on contemporary architecture 1 is a complex matter since the history of his legacy is fraught with contradiction. On the one hand, Ruskin's architectural thought has enjoyed considerable 'official' success, but at the expense of its fundamental content. Furthermore there exists an authentic but secret legacy, a little explored terrain whose power and range we are only beginning to glimpse now that the century is drawing to a close and the concept of the modern is becoming clearer. Thus Ruskin's fundamental influence on twentieth-century architectural thought may be said to be in conflict with the most commonly held views of Ruskin as architectural theorist.
It would certainly be worthwhile to sketch a history of the misunderstandings that mark the 'official' but unfaithful success of Ruskin's ideas in the field of architecture. Such an account would begin with Ruskin still alive. In the preface to the third edition (1874) of The Stones of Venice he writes:
No book of mine has had so much influence on contemporary art as the Stones of Venice; but this influence has been possessed only by the third part of it, the remaining two thirds having been resolutely ignored by the British public. And as a physician would, in most cases, rather hear that his patient had thrown all his medicine out of the window, than that he had sent word to his apothecary to leave out two of its three ingredients, so I would rather, for my own part, that no architects had ever condescended to adopt one of the views suggested in this book, than that any should have made partial use of it which has mottled our manufactory chimneys with black and red brick, dignified our banks and drapers' shops with Venetian tracery, and pinched our parish churches into dark and slippery arrangements for the advertisement of cheap coloured glass and pantiles. 2 One should note that this remarkable text has had an unfortunate fate in Italy, where it has too often been translated in an abridged form only and frequently reduced to a kind of guide-book.
However, one should not assume that Ruskin is aware only of the negative results unintentionally brought about by his investigations in Venice. He is also well aware of the positive outcomes his architectural theory has, or might have, had and offers precise references in his work to the wealth of yet uncharted ideas and theories. In a letter to the Pall Mall Gazette dated 16 March 1872, Ruskin replies to a review of Charles Lock Eastlake's essay 3 on the Gothic Revival. Eastlake regards Ruskin's immediate influence on architecture as disastrous while his indirect influence he sees as praiseworthy, a view which now seems far from mistaken. Ruskin in his letter denounces the unsought and unintended effects of his architectural theories:
I have had indirect influence on nearly every cheap villa builder between this [Denmark Hill] and Bromley . . . And one of my principal notions for leaving my present house is that it is surrounded everywhere by accursed Frankenstein monsters of, indirectly, my own making.
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But in the same letter, he declares himself proud of, for example, his influence on George Edmund Street.
5 What links Street to Ruskin, and also to Pugin 6 and a whole school of English architects in the second half of the nineteenth century, is not the revival of a style but rather the search for a 'substantial manner', or for a form of architecture that was natural, appropriate, correct and functional. By venturing beyond the limits imposed by the choice of Gothic, this search leads to the definition of principles that are more general and not historically fixed.
Indeed, Ruskin's own first 'master' in architecture, J. C. Loudon (1783-1843), 7 had himself attempted to define a 'substantial manner'
